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1. Both, Subject and her friend E* were invited to the reception 
given by BILOKOLOS and PGLANYCHKQ, at which also the film ! Kamyanyy Khrest 11 
was to be shown. On 26 Nov 1968, at 19.00 hours y' hhlf aft hour "late, Subject 
and her friend arrived at the Mission where they were received by 
LGLBOTENKO. 'lire film was already running. After it finished there was no 
longer a reception line and Subject with her friend were introduced first, to 
■-^PPYKHOCKO , Ninel Antonovna, editor of Pa dy an ska bhinlca. The latter 

impressed Subject as a rather intelligent apparatchik, devoted com .unist, 

\£j and quite well mannered despite her somewhat "simplistic" outlook at fciisx 
-jr? first glance. They talked about the position of woken in the soviet 

£? Union, their role in cultural life aso. FPYKIiOBKO seemed to be very proud 

8 

; o of her work. She was born in Kharkon, studied in Kiev, was mariied , had 

o ■nr 

y? Jtwo children ( one was daughter), her mother was a medical doctor. Her first 

name Ninel was the reverse of "Lenin". 

0 

^ 2. BILOKOLOS was very happy to see Subject and they had a few drinks 

together. When Subject asked him, "what is the situation of the Ukrainian 

l f catholic church now#, he replied " just as it was before". And how were 

f 

(~J rmthiags.: in general? The answer Was , "could habe been worse", and then 

1 i[ u deed, "the harvest was beti-or than we expected and otherwise everything 
' turned/($ltter that one could expect". 

^ j ' •• As to the Cardinal Slipy^’ s memo to KOROTCHENKO he was going to check on it. 

3^ He was surprised KOROTCHENKO did not answer SLIPYY. As soon as he arrives 

0 

t ■>> In K.ev he will talk about it with KOPOTC .ENKO and otiiers. lie could not say 
j however what results "in practical souse" there would be if any. This was not 

8 J his "field". 

^ rjfr 

| They atarteu to talk about "common friends" in Kiev .Like TPONKO, LMYTRUK, 

^j"^' KOLOSLOVA and others, and BILOKOLOS said that^ KOCilUBEY Yurko w as scheduled^ 

~7 tQ-go-to- Faris'fflwilLTXkC.. Ukrai nian UNESCO delegation. He also mentioned that 

£ Prof NEJbAYLO was coming o . .n to New York. 

, 3, Subject was introduced to ^PwLANYCHKO . It tui'ned out they were 



“ already acquainted and met still in 1969 at. Vir^ky's party in New York. y 
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i w. : - . JiiivO was v.’ith 3. is wife * He seemed to be very nerveaus, tense. 

j, .,11 of pleasantries he apologized for not <aving come in contact with 
o u o jecl o u r I i e r art u j, roniif;.ed to do much b * : 1 1 o r i n t h e 1 u t ur e * 

tue Ipime i'OL.iuYCuKO wa s 1 1 as sjflfc ej^_ j?. yp;il i T YU Kj v/ho brought abject two 



re -Tint* 



, :> iit i rom^HERNIAVoKY Viktor. [ Ihe latter v;as firm 



;iis thesis at the Institute of History in Kiev. 1 -LANYCiiKG s«. emeu be 
nut very hnp,-y about BATIUK’H presenting subject with the gift oh the 
tip o t a n o. pxo bn \> .L y wo u .1(1 have prof o r \ © d it to b c > b r o u i v 1 1 1 t; o ►' ’> u b J o c t * a l io a a e 4 
Anyway f B All UK whom oubject knew a an a sis taut of her friend IhOHKO from 
Montreal Expo 19t>7t waj. invited to come to her house and he gladly 
accepted the invitation. He would like to discuss ,on this oc ,usion t the 

cultural exchange and other things. coma en tine; on Mlobouy un&k, iJAl’IUK said 

£ 

that he was no goad Ukrainian because he -ent^Kosc ow instead of remaining 



m Kiev, 



.'U;C‘ \ - ‘ ! V5 , 1 h 1 f ^ A ^C- , 0 U iPv r j 1' v \ L-a- OJL V 
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4. Subject also met wi t KiBilIpl van who told her" tin 
a gift from KOCHUBEY for her and will bring it next Saturday. 



who told her that he had 



9 . Subject did not see KUAVETS at the party. Most guests woi'Q 
t he M progres3ives M like TOLOPKO # iOHCHENKO and their alike. Subject also saw 
KOSACH,Yur*i. Host of the guests did not "understands the film Xamyanyy 
Khr est and oubject heard comments like f " what are they doing? Shewing 
religious propaganda?" 

6. As this was Subject *s first contact with the i-iission 
af v. er such a long "inteinissionfi she aid not raise or press any topics 
"in her usual manner* 1 Hjatxia in order not to strain the relations from the 
very beginning* 



